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Abstract 
In the United States, nobody can survive without depending on the income of 
oneself or of those that support them. Thus, economic opportunity and its skewed 
availability is pertinent to everyone. With income inequality in the United States 
measured in the early 2010s reaching some of the highest estimates among nations 
around the globe, people seek to investigate the forces behind this phenomenon and 
reverse it. This paper focuses on some of the many cycles and structures that exist to 
reinforce the challenges of achieving economic equality. Specifically, I extrapolate data 
to measure the correlations between the Great Recession and measures of income 
disparity. I then measure the effects across suburban, urban, and rural areas to highlight 
their differences. The paper further explains the relationship among the three, their 
relevance to the economy, and general directions in which organizations can circumvent 
the negative trends observed from the data.
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Introduction 
A man lies down on the side of the road, very sick, unable to help himself. He is 
in the middle of a busy metropolitan city, surrounded by hundreds of people walking by 
on their way to shop or work or run errands. None of these people even pay attention to 
the man, or if they do, they keep walking, without even considering interrupting their day 
to help this man. A second man lies down on the sidewalk, in the same fashion, falling 
over and feeling very ill. Yet within several seconds, people rush over to help this man 
and give him aid. The only difference between the two men is that the latter is clean-cut, 
in a suit, appearing to be healthy and well-taken-care-of. The other has worn and torn 
clothing, appearing to be homeless. Watching a video of an experiment in France with 
these results invoked strong emotions for me because it highlights the differences in how 
people treat other people. To be honest, I would not have reacted any differently than the 
people in these situations, but it is interesting to think about why this is. The suit, the 
appearance, and the level of income and capabilities to afford the appearance that the 
latter man had buys him this attention and care and treatment that the homeless man does 
not receive. Income inequality and its effects come in many different shapes and forms; 
this is solely one example that I present. Many people will question whether it is fair or 
not for people to treat and aid these two men differently, but will not act upon it. This 
demonstrates the root of this concern for inequality: the definition of fairness and how 
necessary it is for people. 
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“In 1800, only 3 percent of the world’s population lived in urban areas” 
(Population Reference Bureau 2016). With populous areas like New York City, Chicago, 
and Los Angeles, the U.S. Census Bureau now estimates that statistic to be 80.7 percent 
for the U.S. population as of 2010 while only comprising a small percentage of 
geographical land (Berg 2012). People are now more dependent than ever on those that 
live around them. Commerce provides food and groceries, local media, electronics, 
housing, infrastructure, and utilities among numerous other goods and services. When 
people depend so heavily on the economy of the local environment in which they live, 
people opt to live in the regions that serve them best with what they can afford. This 
creates a division of neighborhoods by income that has persisted for decades within the 
United States. In 1999, 74 percent of suburban residents were homeowners while 50 
percent of urban residents were homeowners (California Newsreel 2003). In 2012, the 
urban poverty rate was more than double the suburban poverty rate throughout the 
metropolitan U.S. (Cox 2013). These discrepancies are two of many that speak to the 
socioeconomic segregation in metropolitan cities. The issue here is that children raised in 
different areas of these cities face two very different environments that can almost 
predetermine their outcomes due to the resources, or lack thereof, that exist there. 
Segregated metropolitan cities have an effective contribution to inequality in the U.S. and 
may or may not equip themselves differently to deal with economic variances that would 
further affect the prosperity and conditions of living for the cities’ inhabitants. 
Especially in the United States, people live very different qualities of life based on 
what type of income they receive. People who think that the income gap is unfair spend 
their time and effort to propose and implement policy to close the gap and provide better 
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quality of life to those in extreme poverty. Yet the institutions and systems in place that 
have allowed income inequality to grow to where it is now are far greater forces than 
those trying to close the gap. This serves as justification as to why income inequality not 
only persists, but perpetually grows, despite all the efforts trying to hinder its growth. 
This paper analyzes a specific variable that may, or may not, significantly affect the 
growth of income inequality: the event of the Great Recession of the late 2000s. Using 
data from the Current Population Survey, I determine not only the classes of people that 
the Great Recession affected the most, but also how this effect differentiates across 
urban, suburban, and rural cities within the United States. Analysis of this event will 
allow researchers and United States policymakers to measure how a recession can further 
dilate or help close the income gap, to measure what it means for progress in the fight 
against income inequality, what individuals can take into consideration about recessions 
to achieve the outcomes they desire regarding income inequality, and to develop a better 
understanding of the causes of income inequality through finding a subset of specific 
variables within the Great Recession that drive or encumber inequality. 
Economic Inequality: The History & Statistics 
In the United States, income inequality sits extremely high. A statistic called the 
Gini coefficient takes the distribution of wealth among a population and measures its 
difference from a perfectly equal distribution to quantify inequality. The larger the 
difference, or the larger the Gini coefficient value, the greater the income inequality 
within the measured population. As of 2014, the World Bank reports the Gini coefficient 
at 41.1 out of 100 for the United States (United Nations Development Programme 2015). 
Out of the 142 nations observed, the United States ranks 53rd for highest coefficient. Yet 
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the World Bank also illustrates that the United States has the highest nominal GDP in the 
world in 2016. Among the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 
consisting of the 34 most developed nations, the U.S. has the tenth highest Gini 
coefficient (DeSilver, Global Inequality: How the U.S. compares 2013). Because of the 
strength of its economy, the high inequality equates to a large monetary income gap value 
compared to the value for underdeveloped nations with the same proportion of income 
inequality. The decile of the U.S. population with the highest earnings makes 50.5 
percent of the total population’s pre-tax income, which is the second highest percentage it 
has been in history since 1917 (Saez 2016, 4). This is a result of an overall continued 
growth in economic disparity since 1978 (Saez 2016, Figure 2).  
The history of income inequality over the decades has a simple overall pattern 
that illustrates how strong the forces that drive it in one direction are. If one looks at a 
Lorenz Curve distribution of income for the U.S., one would notice the graph’s rightward 
skew and that most income disparity exists between the top 10 percent and bottom 90 
percent. General statistics show that the 90-50 wage gap can be more than twice the 50-
10 wage gap. “Fully 90 percent of the net increase in male 90-10 earnings inequality 
between 1979 and 2003 is accounted for by the rise in the 90-50 wage gap” (Autor, Katz 
and Kearney 2005). Consequently, changes that do occur over time in Gini coefficient 
values have been due to changes within the top-earning decile of the population because 
it has so much weight on the distribution of income. These top earners could gain 
significant wealth through capital gains and dividends of which the middle and lower 
classes did not have the luxury to experience. Tax and income data show that the top 
decile held 40 percent of all income in 1917 and rose to its highest point before the Great 
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Depression in 1929 (Saez 2016, Figure 1). It then fell sharply and remained between 30 
and 35 percent during the start of World War II (Saez 2016, Figure 1). Poverty rates saw 
an increase in the 1970s and 1980s (Crouse and Waters 2014, III-3). Concurrently, from 
the 1970s, income disparity has grown to its current level and shows no indications of 
deviating from this trend in the future. 
The significance of these statistics and trends speak to the importance of income 
disparity composition. Inequality will not change unless change occurs in the 
composition of the top decile; this applies more importantly in the top ventile and 
percentile. By measuring other trends such as poverty rates and looking specifically at the 
movement throughout the income distribution, one can determine what can cause its shift, 
what is necessary to significantly implement shifts, and subsequently, what is feasible to 
implement this change.  
Segregated Cities and Contributors to Inequality 
A child is born in Piedmont, California, and lives through one outcome out of all 
that are possible for her childhood. Her parents are white-collar workers, they live in a 
stable and safe living environment, they live in a white neighborhood, she will attend 
Piedmont high school, receive a decent education, and she will earn decent test scores. 
Countless families in the U.S. strive toward this goal; they seek safe neighborhoods, 
quality education, and growing opportunities through hard honest work toward a child’s 
goals. What is so remarkable about this situation is that just miles away, a girl born in 
Oakland, California grows up in an unsafe neighborhood exposed to crime, studies 
through the Oakland Unified School District, and receives less opportunities to live 
comfortably and pursue the same goals that the former girl does. These girls not only 
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have a difference in their exposure to values, education, career opportunities, and culture, 
but also, they experience a difference in what they will contribute to, or subtract from, 
society, and how they will be able to raise and teach the next generation of their families.  
Generalizations do not apply to everyone, but statistics will show the probabilities 
and likelihood of those possibilities that these children have. In Piedmont, 70 percent of 
workers have management and professional jobs compared to the 39 percent in Oakland 
(Uejima 2013, 32). The evidence extends in many different forms; economic disparity 
across neighborhoods is so apparent, researchers have noticed the correlation from 
satellite images. Figure 1 shows the lack of trees in the West Oakland area described. The 
primary difference it has from Figure 2 is an absence of trees. Both municipal 
governments and property owners have the income, resources, and development to grow 
and maintain trees in their districts. The disparity extends in the quality of parks, roads 
and highways, crime, and many others. This inequality exists because the people who can 
change this structure are not the people seeking this change. As long as this is true, 
change will not occur. 
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Figure 1. West Oakland, CA. (Riley 2012), Google Maps 
 
Figure 2. Piedmont, CA (Riley 2012), Google Maps 
One primary aspect of life that income disparity affects is education, which 
contributes to the inequality itself. “Poor people need to invest to housing for education 
to children that rise out from poverty. If most of poor people cannot move in rich district 
from poor district, economic disparity that is based on educational disparity is fixed over 
some generations” (Uejima 2013, 30). Segregated neighborhoods perpetuate a 
complicated cycle of economic disparity, and each variable within the cycle further 
hinders the others. People use a job as a primary source of income and the labor market 
depends heavily on the education or skills one receives. This gap stems from a root of 
lack of education that individuals living in low-income neighborhoods receive compared 
to those of high-income neighborhoods. The correlation between school quality and 
income exists because of tax structures and test scores. Public schools receive a portion 
of their funding through the property taxes of homes in their district, which house the 
students that would attend those schools. Higher-valued properties will result in better 
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funding for educational programming at the schools. The aim for many schools is to 
provide quality education, build a reputation around that to attract more bright students, 
and have their students place well in standardized testing. If they do not score well, the 
school can lose funding, require reform, and lose students to schools that have higher 
average test scores. Yet the quality schools do not want students who have poor 
performance to lower their average test scores. Conversely, the correlation goes both 
ways; the schools that have great test score performance increase the demand to live in 
the surrounding neighborhoods and increase property values. Data from the 2000 Bay 
Area Census shows that 41 percent of people in Piedmont attained a graduate or 
professional degree while only 12 percent did from Oakland (Uejima 2013, 33). 
Additionally, their median family income values differed by over $100,000 (Uejima 
2013, 33). With all the factors in play, it is inevitable that both schools and districts will 
become segregated; institutions may not have designed the system for this purpose, but 
they have constructed the system in a way that perpetuates this concept. This is in 
addition to the private schools that more easily sort students based on income through 
high costs of tuition and school fees. These are only the contributors to the educational 
and neighborhood segregation by income over time that lead to its current state. Other 
forces that exist work against these contributors; the government realizes these effects 
and works to implement policy to change it and scholarships and financial-based aid 
allow some students to attain education regardless of financial background. There is no 
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perfect system, but the imperative conclusion is that what has existed over time has not 
worked because the inequality still exists and is pertinent. 
There is a correlation between the quality of businesses that operate in a region 
and income levels for residents of that region. Cities thrive off their geography, which not 
only includes land and climate, but the institutions that choose to operate in them. 
Cambridge, MA benefits from having a major research institution, Las Vegas, NV does 
from resorts and casinos, and Redmond, WA does with a major tech corporation. Other 
cities like New Haven, CT still suffer from high income disparity and crime due to falling 
wages despite its respected university (Bass 2016), proving that attention to every 
condition is important. Metropolitan areas that do not have big businesses, or attractions 
to bring business, do not have the strong economy to further develop themselves and 
attract residents. Areas with existing poor residents typically attract Wal-Marts and fast-
food restaurants in addition to the small family businesses they have. Districts with more 
wealth segregate their economy through shopping centers, unaffordable housing 
complexes, and sports arenas to list a few. The examples of segregated economies go 
much deeper, all presenting the importance of intention in economic planning and 
business development. 
Segregated neighborhoods influence their people through other qualitative 
observances such as culture, values, and non-academic wisdom. Not only do municipal 
districts influence the opportunities that one can receive, but also the mentality and 
motivation of what one can achieve. People only absorb the impact of other people’s 
actions from those with whom they interact. The community in which one grows up is 
responsible for exemplifying one’s profession, dialect, hobbies, and goals. When areas of 
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low-income lead to high crime, racial segregation, and concentrations of poor credit, a 
culture is born and imprinted upon these regions. Rather than build systems to improve 
these conditions, people instead move away from, stay away from, or exploit these 
conditions for their own benefit.  
History shows that high income families have redistributed from urban areas to 
the suburbs, and the rates of poverty and development typically differ among the two 
types of regions. However, this is not true for all metropolitan areas in the U.S. as each 
metropolitan construction differs. For example, “fully 88 percent of Atlanta’s poor live in 
the suburbs, . . . . Between 2000 and 2011, Atlanta’s suburban poor population grew by 
159 percent, while the city’s poor population remained essentially flat” (Semuels 2015). 
It is important that I make this distinction to clarify the focus and importance of this 
research; whether low-income exists in suburban communities or in central city 
communities, it still exists and does so independently from those areas with high-income. 
Many variables are interacting to enact the relocation, but not redistribution, of low-
income and high-income households. Buses and transportation have not been adequate 
for suburban residents to travel to cities for their jobs and errands. The rising cost of 
living grows more rapidly than the paychecks that fund them. Gentrification of new city 
centers displaces renters with no other places to go. Florida (2015) describes that the 
poverty concentration has grown tremendously in both urban and suburban areas. These 
among many factors are just different forms of the same problems that urbanization 
presented. 
Each of these effects serve to describe the state in which income disparity exists, 
disparity’s co-dependent relationship with segregation throughout metropolitan cities, 
11 
 
 
 
and the effect disparity has on groups of people and the children they raise. Because the 
cycle is very complex, there is no simple solution. It starts with city development and 
planning and the definition of the intentions the city has. For example, cities exist that 
ban fast food restaurants or have strict construction ordinances for the types of large-scale 
apartment complexes they plan. By determining what income groups they want to serve, 
cities can build opportunities around what that group needs. Job growth promotion and 
infrastructure renovation in low-income areas are two proposals to stimulate such change. 
Regardless of implementation, the solution does not start with those who already lie on 
the disadvantaged side; if it did, they would have already created what is necessary.  
Importance of Inequality and Its Relationship to the Population 
Where economic inequality exists, there are people who have income to sustain 
and improve the amount of capabilities that they possess to live where they desire to live, 
pursue their desired amount of education at their desired location, pursue their desired 
career, purchase their desired food, and receive the healthcare that they need. There are 
also people that do not have that income to sustain or improve those capabilities. People 
use income as a primary means to expand this set of capabilities to acquire what people 
both need to survive and want to enjoy. Some people can also use their income to sustain 
or improve their economic situation and some people cannot because a cycle ensnares 
them with little wealth and a lack of resources. A main concern about economic 
inequality is ensuring that the difference mentioned is as little as possible, so that the 
nation fulfills the sense of equal opportunity for all citizens. Of course, everyone cannot 
have completely equal opportunity, and there is no objective measure to determine equal 
opportunity. The concern is to assure that two children from different neighborhoods do 
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not have to depend on economic and governmental structures that precede their lives to 
determine a difference in what each of them can do to add value to their lives, the lives of 
those that interact with them, and the greater society in which they live. 
From birth, a person relies on family income for health and nutrition, health care, 
education, and housing; there are few aspects of life that income does not affect. 
Economic disparity inhibits a subset of people from the opportunity to attain what they 
need. Additionally, it correlates positively with poverty, homelessness, low-level 
education, and crime. The tiered tax system does not effectively redistribute wealth, but 
has an aim to do so. When programs use taxpayer dollars to improve the welfare and 
poverty population, other programs that could serve different necessary projects do not 
receive that money. Additionally, people who rise above poverty and inequality can 
provide business, innovation, and advancement in society. A crucial piece of the 
population holds potential but lacks the resources to strengthen the economy. 
Economists argue that economic inequality is a natural and necessary function of 
a strong capitalist society. It gives incentives for hard work to rise to top income levels 
and allows industries to operate on market supply and demand. It also rewards people 
based on what they earn, to an extent. To alter this system would not provide freedom of 
commerce and business because too many regulations would exist to enforce equality. 
This does not equate to inequality being the best system for all people. Because neither is 
perfect, society must strive to maintain a feasible and demanded system. It is 
unacceptable to have inequality as high as it is because it involves the exploitation of 
low-income individuals and outstanding control by the wealthy. Not everyone has a fair 
chance at his or her desired success, no matter how strong their desires are. The economy 
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is one shared by the people and its effects need careful handling to serve the people that 
participate in it. 
The Great Recession and the Subsequent Economy 
Investopedia online defines a recession as “two consecutive quarters of negative 
economic growth as measured by a country’s gross domestic product” (Investopedia 
2003). After the Great Depression that began in 1929, the United States government 
acted through implemented policy to provide some control over the economy to keep it 
strong and avoid future recessions. In 2008, the national housing market busted and the 
economy experienced its worst economic downturn since the Great Depression. The 
unemployment rate rose 5.1 percent to a value of 10.1 percent at its peak (Jagannathan, 
Kapoor and Schaumburg 2013), the national GDP dropped 2.8 percent (Investopedia 
2003), and the nation faced lasting negative economic effects. The significance of these 
numbers is that the large majority of citizens feel the setbacks of this downturn, and they 
rely on the economy to sustain quality of life through income. The recession happened 
because of the housing crisis; the mid-2000s experienced a boom in the housing market 
followed by a large decline. The decline was relevant and detrimental because of the 
large number of housing securities leveraged during the boom. With the decline, people 
and businesses incurred serious debt and a decline in economic activity.  
Once again, the economy has such a potent effect on the people that participate in 
it; jobs, income, housing, education, capital gains, and much more are too dependent on 
the economy. Therefore, the Federal Reserve implements monetary policy in addition to 
governmental fiscal policy to control economic activity, inflation, and interest rates so 
that they do not reach unfavorable values. The successive economy saw lowered interest 
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rates to promote liquidity and spending. While hard to implement, the economy made a 
recovery in not only strengthened economic activity, but declines in unemployment and 
other variables affected by the recession. 
Measuring Income Inequality During the Recession 
The annual Current Population Survey March Supplement provides income data 
to measure income disparity over the years of the Great Recession. Out of 204,000 to 
210,000 observations per year, Table 1 shows family income values for each decile of the 
population including the top 5 percentiles from 2005 to 2011. Each income value is 
inflation-adjusted in real 2016 U.S. dollars to normalize the measurements across years. 
These family income values present the most accurate representation of quality of life 
through income. Changes in individual income can be less relevant for couples, for 
children, or other dependents that live together and do not solely rely on their own 
income for a living. Household income can skew results as well because both apartment 
tenants and owners, and other mixes of unrelated families, can share a household and still 
operate on separate and unshared incomes. It does not account for, however, variances 
that can occur by measuring incomes of people such as college students and senior 
citizens. These groups of people may live in an apartment, a dormitory, or a senior home, 
but rely on the income of parents, children, or other relatives although they do not live in 
the same household. Additionally, the values are inclusive of all sources of family 
income. Capital gains, rent income, welfare, disability insurance, unemployment 
insurance, and other non-labor sources of income contribute to the total income available 
for a family’s disposal. The economy will affect non-labor and labor sources of income in 
very different ways. Of the two, I choose to measure results using total income to 
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determine the net effect of the recession on economic disparity with all factors 
considered. 
By looking solely at the difference in decile values, the distribution of income 
inequality is very uneven. TABLE 2 shows that for every year, the distance between each 
decile within that year is larger than the distance between the previous one. On average 
from each year observed, the total family income of every individual is $17.1 T. This 
equates to a $82.2 thousand per capita family income across the two-hundred thousand 
observations; if income was perfectly equal across the population, this would be the value 
for the income of every family. This value sits between the 60th and 70th percentiles for 
each year; most families do not even meet the per capita income of the population. 
Figures 3 and 4 illustrate the change in decile values across the years preceding, 
during, and succeeding the recession. Figure 4 shows the same decile values relative to 
the changes in the top decile, which are far greater. A decrease in all percentiles by one 
rate would represent less national income, but no change in inequality. The rates of 
decline or increase relative to those of the percentiles around it show true shifts in 
inequality. Within the lowest 6 deciles, increasing or relatively constant rising decile 
values declined from 2008 to 2009 and forward past the end of the recession. The 
recession affected this subset the same in dollar amounts, yet this decrease is more 
detrimental to low-income individuals as it makes up more of their income. A 7 percent 
decrease in the 1st decile occurred compared to the 1 percent decrease in the 90th 
percentile. Overall, however, the values of each of the lower 9 deciles did not experience 
very much change relative to the others; they increased and decreased relatively 
consistently with the events of the recession, and did not begin to reverse afterwards. The 
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top percentile rose from 2010 to 2011, however, along with the general significant 
changes within the top decile. While everyone experienced setbacks from the recession, 
there is a correlation between income, the ability to recover, and the speed of that 
recovery. The income gaps all show an increase from pre-recession levels, representing 
more inequality, during the recession, but fall again in the years afterward. Most of that 
growth occurs within the 90-50 income gap, reinforcing that inequality lies within the 
control of the top earners of income. 
In addition to measuring the change in decile values, I measured the amount of 
people that remain between those values from 2005 to 2011. I collected the number of 
people that lie between each decile in 2005, which is by definition 10 percent, and 
keeping 2005 values constant, measure the number of observations that fall between 
those values in the consecutive years. This gives a measurement to accurately show 
between which deciles are people moving. Figure 11 shows the shift of the general 
population to the middle deciles during the recession and back away from them after the 
recession with more magnitude. The number of people relative to the number of the total 
observations shows the highest increases in the low-income population. The shifts do not 
travel across multiple deciles because economic mobility is very low. Therefore, the 
middle-class was affected heavily with its shifts to the lower-class. 
Out of the total population, the suburban, urban, and rural areas that compose the 
population will all behave differently. Some of the effects will be explained by the 
percentage of the population that compose these areas. Of all the observations, there is a 
fraction more people living in urban areas than in the suburbs, which is significantly 
more than rural areas. Most of the suburbs still have high median incomes compared to 
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those of most cities. This exhibits greater income inequality as shown when comparing 
Figures 12 and 13. Comparing Tables 7 and 8, the income gaps experience more 
significant change in the suburbs than in urban areas. The conclusion from these results 
show that greater disparity exists in the suburbs, the top decile experiences the biggest 
shocks, yet the lower-class suburbs and urban areas experience the biggest negative 
impact considering what they can afford to lose. Every area will require different, but still 
necessary, attention. 
Conclusion 
Inequality shapes many aspects of the lives in America. Institutions, 
infrastructure, and the functions of the economy all grow and build this inequality. 
Because it is functioning and people rely on it, change is hard to implement on the 
current structure. But because people cannot build a new system from scratch, it is 
important to recognize the flaws and the strengths of the current system to take on the 
challenge of executing change only among those flaws. Because inequality increases 
through recessions, it is important to implement policy that strengthens the middle class 
and keeps citizens prepared for economic shocks. What stands out is not only the impact 
a recession has on a group of people, but the lasting effects from which it takes time to 
recover. The lower and middle class, especially in the suburbs, do not have the resources 
to bounce back from economic downturn quickly. 
The goals to strive for are achieving economic equality by first addressing the top 
income-earners of the population and their role in the economy. This addresses fair 
opportunity and economic growth through more participation and economic mobility. 
The solution continues with continuing to improve the income of those in poverty that are 
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unable to aid themselves. Concentrated poverty is vital to preventing citizens from 
escaping poverty traps and rising to higher income levels. The structure requires a lot of 
work through the education, housing, and labor systems, which requires very detailed and 
complex planning. 
By taking steps in these directions, one can put forth a test to see how well they 
work; inequality is a strong force to alter, leaving much room for insignificant change. 
Further incorporation of Gini coefficients, income levels, and poverty rates can measure 
inequality and segregation at the neighborhood level, rather than solely suburban, rural, 
and urban areas. Because these areas have mixes of segregated areas and unsegregated 
areas, neighborhood statistics will yield more effective results. While difficult to change, 
the actions to change municipal composition of national inequality lies in the hands of 
those who understand it best.
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TABLE 1 
FAMILY INCOME BY DECILE 
Percentile 
2005 Family Income 
(2016 Dollars) 
2006 Family Income 
(2016 Dollars) 
2007 Family Income 
(2016 Dollars) 
2008 Family Income 
(2016 Dollars) 
2009 Family Income 
(2016 Dollars) 
2010 Family Income 
(2016 Dollars) 
2011 Family Income 
(2016 Dollars) 
10th $14,145.08 $14,493.57 $14,576.91 $14,593.31 $13,635.17 $13,003.37 $12,176.67 
20th $25,596.15 $25,486.93 $26,332.48 $26,292.19 $24,846.27 $23,485.82 $22,829.22 
30th $37,532.82 $36,630.79 $37,617.82 $37,357.77 $35,984.70 $34,101.95 $33,091.50 
40th $49,061.70 $48,764.99 $49,375.75 $49,840.84 $48,021.44 $45,929.92 $45,054.02 
50th $62,738.74 $62,421.13 $62,892.30 $63,489.91 $61,647.80 $59,507.73 $58,703.71 
60th $77,796.04 $77,841.94 $78,762.32 $80,019.70 $77,170.94 $74,760.27 $74,083.00 
70th $95,405.55 $96,073.59 $97,486.59 $97,860.66 $95,774.27 $93,569.91 $92,513.80 
80th $119,837.30 $121,366.30 $122,399.00 $122,592.50 $119,442.60 $118,202.40 $117,445.50 
90th $162,326.50 $163,965.90 $168,001.20 $165,778.00 $163,341.40 $163,085.10 $160,893.80 
95th $208,521.00 $216,079.40 $217,478.10 $213,766.90 $211,669.90 $211,003.50 $209,811.40 
96th $226,298.60 $235,814.80 $236,612.60 $231,028.30 $230,078.40 $228,340.50 $226,960.50 
97th $251,968.80 $260,617.20 $264,473.30 $255,889.30 $258,904.30 $254,686.40 $252,351.00 
98th $294,967.40 $315,497.80 $339,272.80 $313,966.40 $348,558.90 $321,923.70 $292,717.40 
99th $533,864.00 $524,175.10 $535,499.10 $497,229.80 $464,001.00 $476,325.90 $370,050.80 
100th $1,247,664.00 $1,357,774.00 $1,413,962.00 $1,204,389.00 $1,080,564.00 $1,301,092.00 $2,130,726.00 
Source: Data adapted from CEPR CPS March Supplements 2005-2011 
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TABLE 2 
DIFFERENCE IN FAMILY INCOME DECILES 
Difference 
(Percentiles) 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
20-10 $11,451.07 $10,993.36 $11,755.57 $11,698.88 $11,211.10 $10,482.45 $10,652.55 
30-20 $11,936.67 $11,143.86 $11,285.34 $11,065.58 $11,138.43 $10,616.13 $10,262.28 
40-30 $11,528.88 $12,134.20 $11,757.93 $12,483.07 $12,036.74 $11,827.97 $11,962.52 
50-40 $13,677.04 $13,656.14 $13,516.55 $13,649.07 $13,626.36 $13,577.81 $13,649.69 
60-50 $15,057.30 $15,420.81 $15,870.02 $16,529.79 $15,523.14 $15,252.54 $15,379.29 
70-60 $17,609.51 $18,231.65 $18,724.27 $17,840.96 $18,603.33 $18,809.64 $18,430.80 
80-70 $24,431.75 $25,292.71 $24,912.41 $24,731.84 $23,668.33 $24,632.49 $24,931.70 
90-80 $42,489.20 $42,599.60 $45,602.20 $43,185.50 $43,898.80 $44,882.70 $43,448.30 
95-90 $46,194.50 $52,113.50 $49,476.90 $47,988.90 $48,328.50 $47,918.40 $48,917.60 
96-95 $17,777.60 $19,735.40 $19,134.50 $17,261.40 $18,408.50 $17,337.00 $17,149.10 
97-96 $25,670.20 $24,802.40 $27,860.70 $24,861.00 $28,825.90 $26,345.90 $25,390.50 
98-97 $42,998.60 $54,880.60 $74,799.50 $58,077.10 $89,654.60 $67,237.30 $40,366.40 
99-98 $238,896.60 $208,677.30 $196,226.30 $183,263.40 $115,442.10 $154,402.20 $77,333.40 
100-99 $713,800.00 $833,598.90 $878,462.90 $707,159.20 $616,563.00 $824,766.10 $1,760,675.20 
Source: Data adapted from CEPR CPS March Supplements 2005-2011 
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TABLE 3 
URBAN FAMILY INCOME BY DECILE 
Percentile 
2005 Urban 
Family Income 
(2016 Dollars) 
2006 Urban 
Family Income 
(2016 Dollars) 
2007 Urban 
Family Income 
(2016 Dollars) 
2008 Urban 
Family Income 
(2016 Dollars) 
2009 Urban 
Family Income 
(2016 Dollars) 
2010 Urban 
Family Income 
(2016 Dollars) 
2011 Urban 
Family Income 
(2016 Dollars) 
10th $11,794.88 $12,136.63 $12,844.14 $12,802.01 $11,960.77 $11,046.95 $10,519.92 
20th $22,585.95 $22,574.14 $23,511.14 $22,929.07 $22,017.07 $21,086.43 $20,220.17 
30th $32,624.14 $32,768.91 $34,091.16 $33,836.90 $32,108.60 $30,931.47 $29,432.30 
40th $43,666.16 $43,696.73 $44,906.28 $44,632.70 $42,935.49 $41,954.13 $40,418.05 
50th $56,213.91 $57,284.91 $57,837.41 $57,214.09 $55,412.57 $54,599.57 $53,496.48 
60th $70,643.82 $72,819.80 $72,033.44 $72,600.73 $71,344.67 $68,514.31 $67,902.80 
70th $89,094.03 $90,782.02 $90,896.42 $91,451.09 $89,032.64 $87,823.29 $86,968.47 
80th $112,958.60 $114,464.20 $116,656.40 $115,457.00 $113,183.20 $112,402.80 $111,537.10 
90th $152,466.40 $155,822.20 $158,795.40 $157,981.80 $155,533.00 $156,886.60 $155,891.00 
95th $195,744.90 $205,157.60 $208,369.80 $206,710.30 $206,344.00 $204,360.90 $204,441.10 
96th $212,704.40 $222,358.90 $227,437.40 $227,608.00 $224,846.00 $222,486.80 $222,969.80 
97th $238,959.30 $245,312.90 $253,920.30 $247,667.80 $252,365.20 $248,030.60 $247,572.00 
98th $276,188.50 $293,708.90 $319,192.00 $298,638.10 $322,133.10 $302,411.50 $289,211.50 
99th $530,581.50 $517,530.30 $533,121.00 $490,170.90 $463,459.40 $472,314.80 $365,376.30 
100th $1,412,117.00 $1,142,315.00 $1,413,962.00 $1,204,389.00 $1,031,329.00 $1,114,043.00 $2,130,726.00 
Source: Data adapted from CEPR CPS March Supplements 2005-2011 
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TABLE 4 
SUBURBAN FAMILY INCOME BY DECILE 
Percentile 
2005 Suburban 
Family Income 
(2016 Dollars) 
2006 Suburban 
Family Income 
(2016 Dollars) 
2007 Suburban 
Family Income 
(2016 Dollars) 
2008 Suburban 
Family Income 
(2016 Dollars) 
2009 Suburban 
Family Income 
(2016 Dollars) 
2010 Suburban 
Family Income 
(2016 Dollars) 
2011 Suburban 
Family Income 
(2016 Dollars) 
10th $18,821.62 $18,569.05 $19,029.92 $18,518.84 $17,613.66 $16,570.43 $15,798.91 
20th $32,659.28 $32,526.18 $33,620.93 $32,744.06 $31,374.33 $28,849.12 $28,264.75 
30th $46,464.31 $46,119.21 $47,022.28 $45,908.45 $44,036.35 $41,978.43 $41,310.02 
40th $61,483.96 $60,683.16 $59,988.68 $60,621.78 $58,345.24 $55,773.86 $54,572.71 
50th $76,290.30 $75,247.13 $76,411.21 $76,775.47 $73,757.20 $71,705.78 $69,854.16 
60th $93,498.29 $92,238.41 $94,063.38 $94,458.68 $90,435.13 $88,410.98 $86,992.38 
70th $113,050.20 $113,261.50 $116,034.50 $114,679.70 $110,449.80 $110,466.20 $108,470.30 
80th $138,673.90 $139,699.90 $143,144.10 $140,692.90 $137,615.50 $136,368.00 $134,801.10 
90th $188,470.90 $187,768.30 $190,838.80 $185,988.60 $183,415.40 $182,675.80 $180,796.60 
95th $242,304.50 $246,130.90 $247,566.40 $239,398.40 $236,698.90 $236,625.80 $234,782.30 
96th $260,993.20 $267,008.30 $274,456.10 $261,130.60 $260,335.40 $260,427.50 $255,252.50 
97th $294,222.10 $305,513.00 $328,355.40 $296,569.00 $314,204.50 $303,141.70 $281,901.80 
98th $440,794.10 $502,056.10 $516,048.40 $480,082.80 $432,194.00 $453,000.30 $326,849.30 
99th $562,431.40 $553,042.10 $571,203.20 $518,926.60 $486,263.60 $502,616.50 $418,807.50 
100th $1,385,803.00 $1,357,774.00 $1,346,823.00 $1,145,354.00 $1,080,564.00 $1,286,132.00 $1,849,836.00 
Source: Data adapted from CEPR CPS March Supplements 2005-2011 
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TABLE 5 
RURAL FAMILY INCOME BY DECILE 
Percentile 
2005 Rural Family 
Income  
(2016 Dollars) 
2006 Rural Family 
Income 
(2016 Dollars) 
2007 Rural Family 
Income 
(2016 Dollars) 
2008 Rural Family 
Income 
(2016 Dollars) 
2009 Rural Family 
Income 
(2016 Dollars) 
2010 Rural Family 
Income  
(2016 Dollars) 
2011 Rural Family 
Income 
(2016 Dollars) 
10th $12,904.10 $12,622.10 $12,696.02 $12,942.61 $12,329.56 $11,545.17 $11,694.00 
20th $22,585.95 $22,848.43 $22,923.36 $22,862.77 $22,017.07 $21,115.15 $21,335.11 
30th $31,950.33 $32,283.44 $32,048.04 $32,579.45 $31,935.76 $30,074.23 $30,221.54 
40th $42,662.34 $42,478.21 $42,320.05 $43,439.27 $41,861.06 $40,135.79 $40,331.63 
50th $53,337.96 $52,947.27 $53,725.31 $55,328.48 $54,106.96 $50,910.99 $51,652.75 
60th $65,875.67 $65,536.60 $66,771.64 $68,588.31 $66,161.30 $63,442.66 $63,491.33 
70th $80,173.84 $79,810.50 $80,442.78 $83,334.80 $81,463.16 $77,925.22 $78,410.77 
80th $97,872.43 $97,093.06 $98,753.84 $100,939.10 $99,076.83 $96,815.51 $97,839.52 
90th $127,989.50 $128,124.00 $130,863.00 $133,897.00 $130,451.20 $127,890.60 $127,301.20 
95th $163,947.60 $166,339.80 $167,133.10 $170,327.60 $163,341.40 $160,958.50 $157,734.70 
96th $175,686.00 $179,866.10 $178,932.70 $180,108.30 $175,079.80 $171,547.00 $168,961.30 
97th $190,732.00 $198,846.60 $196,759.40 $196,180.90 $191,781.90 $191,271.40 $185,988.60 
98th $221,787.70 $227,347.00 $222,180.30 $224,056.30 $222,592.60 $220,939.10 $215,586.10 
99th $278,079.40 $325,363.70 $273,914.20 $278,789.80 $310,699.40 $281,117.40 $265,549.50 
100th $1,047,492.00 $1,012,107.00 $959,108.80 $788,903.90 $1,011,227.00 $1,301,092.00 $1,294,953.00 
Source: Data adapted from CEPR CPS March Supplements 2005-2011 
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TABLE 6 
FAMILY INCOME GAPS 
Income Gap (Percentiles) 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
50-10 $48,593.66 $47,927.56 $48,315.39 $48,896.60 $48,012.63 $46,504.36 $46,527.04 
90-10 $148,181.42 $149,472.33 $153,424.29 $151,184.69 $149,706.23 $150,081.73 $148,717.13 
90-50 $99,587.76 $101,544.77 $105,108.90 $102,288.09 $101,693.60 $103,577.37 $102,190.09 
Source: Data adapted from CEPR CPS March Supplements 2005-2011 
TABLE 7 
URBAN FAMILY INCOME GAPS 
Income Gap (Percentiles) 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
50-10 $44,419.03 $45,148.28 $44,993.27 $44,412.08 $43,451.80 $43,552.62 $42,976.56 
90-10 $140,671.52 $143,685.57 $145,951.26 $145,179.79 $143,572.23 $145,839.65 $145,371.08 
90-50 $96,252.49 $98,537.29 $100,957.99 $100,767.71 $100,120.43 $102,287.03 $102,394.52 
 Source: Data adapted from CEPR CPS March Supplements 2005-2011 
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TABLE 8 
SUBURBAN FAMILY INCOME GAPS 
Income Gap (Percentiles) 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
50-10 $57,468.68 $56,678.08 $57,381.29 $58,256.63 $56,143.54 $55,135.35 $54,055.25 
90-10 $169,649.28 $169,199.25 $171,808.88 $167,469.76 $165,801.74 $166,105.37 $164,997.69 
90-50 $112,180.60 $112,521.17 $114,427.59 $109,213.13 $109,658.20 $110,970.02 $110,942.44 
 Source: Data adapted from CEPR CPS March Supplements 2005-2011 
TABLE 9 
RURAL FAMILY INCOME GAPS 
Income Gap (Percentiles) 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
50-10 $40,433.86 $40,325.17 $41,029.29 $42,385.87 $41,777.40 $39,365.82 $39,958.75 
90-10 $115,085.40 $115,501.90 $118,166.98 $120,954.39 $118,121.64 $116,345.43 $115,607.20 
90-50 $74,651.54 $75,176.73 $77,137.69 $78,568.52 $76,344.24 $76,979.61 $75,648.45 
 Source: Data adapted from CEPR CPS March Supplements 2005-2011
27 
 
 
 
Appendix B 
Figures 
 
Figure 1. West Oakland, CA (Riley 2012), Google Maps 
 
Figure 2. Piedmont, CA (Riley 2012), Google Maps 
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Figure 3. Change in First 8 Family Income Deciles. Data adapted from CEPR CPS March Supplements 2005-2011 
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Figure 4. Change in All Family Income Deciles. Data adapted from CEPR CPS March Supplements 2005-2011 
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Figure 5. Change in First 8 Urban Family Income Deciles. Data adapted from CEPR CPS March Supplements 2005-2011 
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Figure 6. Change in All Urban Family Income Deciles. Data adapted from CEPR CPS March Supplements 2005-2011 
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Figure 7. Change in First 8 Suburban Family Income Deciles. Data adapted from CEPR CPS March Supplements 2005-2011 
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Figure 8. Change in All Suburban Family Income Deciles. Data adapted from CEPR CPS March Supplements 2005-2011 
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Figure 9. Change in First 8 Rural Family Income Deciles. Data adapted from CEPR CPS March Supplements 2005-2011 
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Figure 10. Change in All Rural Family Income Deciles. Data adapted from CEPR CPS March Supplements 2005-2011 
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Figure 11. People Within 2005 Family Income Deciles. Data adapted from CEPR CPS March Supplements 2005-2011 
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Figure 12. People Within 2005 Urban Family Income Deciles. Data adapted from CEPR CPS March Supplements 2005-2011 
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Figure 13. People Within 2005 Suburban Family Income Deciles. Data adapted from CEPR CPS March Supplements 2005-2011 
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Figure 14. People Within 2005 Rural Family Income Deciles. Data adapted from CEPR CPS March Supplements 2005-2011
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